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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including tine fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's Amendments and 
Accompanying Remarks filed on 3/13/09 has been entered and carefully considered. 
Claims 43 - 48 are added and claims 1 - 5, 7, 9 - 1 1 , 1 3, 1 5 - 1 7, 33 - 40 and 42 - 48 
are pending. In view of Applicant's comments regarding Deodhar, the Examiner 
withdraws all previously set forth rejections as detailed in paragraphs 3 - 7 of the Office 
Action dated 1/5/09. After an updated search, additional art has been found which 
renders the invention unpatentable for reasons herein below. 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. Claims 1 - 5, 7, 9 - 1 1, 13, 15, 33, 35 - 40 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Randall et al. (US 2002/0155282) in view of AN (U.S. 
Patent No. 4,647,486) and further in view of Currier et al. (US 2005/0266225 Al ). 

The applied reference has a common assignee and inventor with the instant 
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application. Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it 
constitutes prior art only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
might be overcome by: (1) a showing under 37 CFR 1 .132 that any invention disclosed 
but not claimed in the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is 
thus not an invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed 
subject matter of the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not 
claimed in the reference, prior to the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 
CFR 1 .131 ; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 CFR 1 .130 stating that the application 
and reference are currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the 
application is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, together with a terminal disclaimer 
in accordance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c). This rejection might also be overcome by showing 
that the reference is disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as prior art in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 

As to claim 1, Randall et al. disclose a gypsum core sandwiched between two 
layers of glass fiber mats that were pre-coated with a combination of mineral pigment, 
inorganic adhesive binder, and organic binder (Abstract). The fibrous mat has a 
thickness between 10 and 40 mils (paragraph 38). The coating allows air and water to 
evaporate through during drying of the board (paragraph 37). The slurry penetrates into 
the non- coated sided of the fabric and contacts the coating (paragraph 54). 

As to claims 2 and 8, Randall et al. teach using various hydrophobic, UV 
resistant polymer latex materials (paragraph 49). 

As to claim 3, the glass fibers may have a diameter of 13 to 16 microns 
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(paragraph 39). 

As to claim 4, the mat may weigh 1 to 3 pounds per 100 square feet (paragraph 

39). 

As to claim 5, the gypsum core density may be between 40 and 55 pounds per 
cubic foot (paragraph 36). 

As to claims 7 and 9, Randall et al. teach the claimed portions of mineral 
pigment, inorganic binder, and organic binder (paragraph 41). 

As to claim 10, the coating is first applied as an aqueous composition (paragraph 

53) . 

As to claim 1 1 , the claimed additives may be combined with the coating 
(paragraph 59). 

As to claims 13 and 15, water-resistant additive, such as PVA or wax emulsion is 
used in the gypsum core (paragraph 34). 

As to claim 33, Randall et al. disclose a gypsum core sandwiched between two 
layers of glass fiber mats that were pre-coated with a combination of mineral pigment, 
inorganic adhesive binder, and organic binder (Abstract). Randall et al. note that the 
coating is basically impervious to liquid water but should be sufficiently porous to permit 
water in the aqueous slurry to evaporate in its vaporous state (paragraph 37). The slurry 
penetrates into the non- coated sided of the fabric and contacts the coating (paragraph 

54) . 

As to claim 36, Randall et al. teach that the coating composition is applied 
between 15 and 40 pounds per 1000 square feet of the board (paragraph 60). 
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As to claim 1, 33 and 35, Randall et al. do not disclose the percent thickness of 
the mat into which the coating extends. However, various values provided by Randall et 
al. imply Applicant's claimed limitation of 30 to 50%, penetration within about 30 - 50% 
of the thickness of the glass fiber mat over at least 50 percent of the surface area 
across the mat or penetration is within about 35 - 50% of the thickness of the glass fiber 
mat over at least 75% of the surface area of the mat. Randall et al. disclose the mat is 
completely embedded into the coating on one surface (paragraph 51). The thickness of 
the fiber mat is 1 0 to 40 mils (paragraph 38). The midpoint of this range would be 25 
mils. Randall et al. teach the coating should have a thickness of 10 mils (paragraph 52). 
These values indicate a percent penetration of the coating into the mat of about 40%. 
Also, Randall et al. disclose that where a relatively thin mat is used (i.e. 10 mils, since 
this is the lowest thickness value disclosed), a coating as thin as 4 mils may suffice 
(paragraph 52). This would also give a percent penetration of 40%. Even if not implicitly 
inherent, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to extend the coating between 30 to 50%, penetration within about 
30 - 50% of the thickness of the glass fiber mat over at least 50 percent of the surface 
area across the mat or penetration is within about 35 - 50% of the thickness of the glass 
fiber mat over at least 75% of the surface area of the mat in order to provide sufficient 
bonding, since Randall et al. teach embedding the fabric into the coating and teach the 
coating may vary in thickness from 4 to 30 mils (paragraph 52). 
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Randall et al. do not disclose the percentage of combined water in the gypsum 
core in a region near the bond. 

AN teaches that combined water in gypsum provides for an effective fire barrier 
when about 21% of combined water is present (column 1, lines 20-23). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to provide at least 17% combined water in the gypsum core of Randall 
et al. in order to improve fire barrier properties, as taught by AN. 

Randall in view of AN fail to teach that the mineral pigment has a particle size 
such that at least about 95% by weight of the mineral pigment particles pass through a 
100 mesh wire screen, with about 75% of the particles by number being greater than 5 
microns as required by claims 1 and 33 and that the mineral pigment has a number 
average particle size of about 40 microns as required by claim 42. 

Currier et al. is directed to a gypsum wallboard having a coated non-woven glass 
fiber mat facing material (Abstract). Currier et al. teach that, in order to be an effective 
mineral pigment for making a coated mat, the pigment preferably has a particle size 
such that at least 95% of the pigment particles pass through a 100 mesh wire screen. 
Preferably, the pigment has most of, if not all of, the fine particles removed. It has been 
observed that the presence of an excess amount of fine particles in the coating 
composition negatively impacts the porosity of the coated mat. A preferred mineral 
pigment is a limestone having an average particle size of about 40 microns (page 4, 
[0042]). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the limestone pigment particles of Currier et al. having an 
average particle size of about 40 microns for use as the mineral pigment of Randall et 
al. motivated by the desire to create a gypsum board having the desired level of 
porosity. 

As to claims 1 , 7 and 37 - 39, Randall in view of AN and Currier fail to teach that 
the microporosity is between 2 and 45 seconds, between 5 and 20 seconds, less than 
45 seconds, less than 20 seconds and between 5 and 20 seconds. Although Randall et 
al. in view of Ali and Currier do not explicitly teach the measurement of microporosity, it 
is reasonable to presume that said limitations are inherent to the invention. Support for 
said presumption is found in the use of similar materials (i.e. the same coating 
comprising mineral pigment, organic binder, and Inorganic binder) and in the similar 
production steps (i.e. pre-coating a fibrous mat and bonding the mat to a gypsum slurry) 
used to produce the gypsum board. The burden is upon the Applicant to prove 
otherwise. In re Fitzgerald, 205 USPQ 594. In the alternative, the claimed microporosity 
would obviously have been provided by the process disclosed by Randall et al. because 
the entire goal of the reference is to provide a coating that is liquid impermeable, but 
does allow water vapor to pass through (paragraph 41 ). 

As to claim 40, Randall et al. in view of Ali teach the claimed invention above but 
fail to teach that the coating has a viscosity of about 8,000 cps to 18,000 cps. It would 
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have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to optimize the viscosity of the coating motivated by the desire to create a coating and 
mat having the desired thickness and porosity. The burden is upon the Applicant to 
demonstrate that the claimed viscosity and fiber length are critical and has unexpected 
results. In the present Invention, one would have been motivated to optimize the coating 
viscosity motivated by the desire to create a gypsum board having the desired physical 
characteristics such as porosity level. 

4. Claim 16 is are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Randall et al. (US 2002/0155282) in view of All (U.S. Patent No. 4,647,486) and Currier 
et al. (US 2005/0266225 Al ), as set forth above, and further in view of Babcock et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 4,746,365). 

The applied reference has a common assignee and inventor with the instant 
application. Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it 
constitutes prior art only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
might be overcome by: (1) a showing under 37 CFR 1 .132 that any invention disclosed 
but not claimed in the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is 
thus not an invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed 
subject matter of the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not 
claimed in the reference, prior to the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 
CFR 1 .131 ; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 CFR 1 .130 stating that the application 
and reference are currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the 
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application is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, togetlier with a terminal disclaimer 
in accordance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c). This rejection might also be overcome by showing 
that the reference is disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as prior art in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 

Randall et al. teach that the latex adhesive binder may be a styrene-acrylic 
copolymer (claim 16). However, Randall et al. do not teach the acrylic portion of the 
copolymer can be (meth)acrylic. 

Babcock et al. teach various latex emulsions for coating gypsum boards 
(Abstract). Babcock et al. disclose that copolymers of styrene and methacrylate create 
latex useful for this purpose (column 8, lines 1-5-16). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to use methacrylate copolymer in Randall et al. as taught by Babcock et 
al., since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a 
known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use. 

5. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Randall 
et al. (US 2002/0155282) in view of Ali (U.S. Patent No. 4,647,486), Currier et al. (US 
2005/0266225 Al ) and Babcock et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,746,365), as set forth above, 
and further in view of Miyakoshi (U.S. Patent No. 5,827,788). 

The applied reference has a common assignee and inventor with the instant 
application. Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it 
constitutes prior art only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
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might be overcome by: (1) a sliowing under 37 CFR 1 .132 tliat any invention disclosed 
but not claimed in the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is 
thus not an invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed 
subject matter of the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not 
claimed in the reference, prior to the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 
CFR 1.131; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 CFR 1.130 stating that the application 
and reference are currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the 
application is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, together with a terminal disclaimer 
in accordance with 37 CFR 1.321(c). This rejection might also be overcome by showing 
that the reference is disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as prior art in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 

Randall et al. teach that the board may have both surfaces faced with a coated 
fibrous mat, but may have a surface that is not faced with a coated fibrous mat 
(paragraph 57). 

Miyakoshi teach that a blend of glass fibers and synthetic fibers can create a 
decorative layer useful on gypsum boards (column 4, lines 1-9). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to use a fiber layer of glass and synthetic fibers in order to create a 
decorative layer on the gypsum board of Randall et al., as taught by Miyakoshi. 



6. Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Randall 
et al. (US 2002/0155282) in view of AN (U.S. Patent No. 4,647,486) and Currier et al. 
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(US 2005/0266225 A1), as applied above, and further in view of Kennedy et al. (US 
5,484,653). 

The applied reference has a common assignee and inventor with the instant 
application. Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it 
constitutes prior art only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
might be overcome by: (1) a showing under 37 CFR 1 .132 that any invention disclosed 
but not claimed in the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is 
thus not an invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed 
subject matter of the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not 
claimed in the reference, prior to the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 
CFR 1 .131 ; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 CFR 1 .130 stating that the application 
and reference are currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the 
application is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, together with a terminal disclaimer 
in accordance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c). This rejection might also be overcome by showing 
that the reference is disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as prior art in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 

As to claim 34, Randall et al. teach that the glass fibers may have a diameter of 
13 to 16 microns (paragraph 39), the mat may weigh 1 to 3 pounds per 100 square feet 
(paragraph 39) and the fibrous mat has a thickness between 10 and 40 mils (0.01 - 0.04 
inch) (paragraph 38). 

Randall et al. is silent regarding the length of the glass fibers, specifically that 
they are 1/4 to 1 inch in length. 
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Kennedy et al. is directed to a non-woven fiber mat for use as a backing material 
for various components used in the building industry (Abstract). Kennedy et al. teach 
the use of glass fibers in the non-woven fiber mat having a length in the range of 1 .2 to 
4.4 cm (0.5 - 1 .7 inch), preferably about 1 .9 cm in length (0.7 inch) with an average 
diameter of between 10 and 20 microns (column 4, lines 35 - 50). Kennedy et al. note 
that the functional properties of the mat are affected by the dimensions of the fibers. 
Longer fibers with a larger diameter will tend to produce a mat with a coarser hand while 
a shorter, smaller diameter fiber contribute to a mat having a relatively softer hand 
(column 5, lines 1 - 25). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use glass fibers with a length ranging from 0.5 to 1 .7 inches as 
suggested by Kennedy et al. in the glass mat of Randall et al. in view of AN and Currier 
motivated by the desire to create a facer mat for a gypsum board using suitable glass 
fibers which provide the desired functional properties. 

7. Claims 1 - 5, 7, 9 - 1 1 , 1 3, 1 5, 33, 35 - 40 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Randall et al. (US 2002/0155282) in view of AN (U.S. 
Patent No. 4,647,486) and further in view of Schlachter (US 6,077,593). 

As to claim 1, Randall et al. disclose a gypsum core sandwiched between two 
layers of glass fiber mats that were pre-coated with a combination of mineral pigment, 
inorganic adhesive binder, and organic binder (Abstract). The fibrous mat has a 
thickness between 10 and 40 mils (paragraph 38). The coating allows air and water to 
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evaporate through during drying of the board (paragraph 37). The slurry penetrates into 
the non- coated sided of the fabric and contacts the coating (paragraph 54). 

As to claims 2 and 8, Randall et al. teach using various hydrophobic, UV 
resistant polymer latex materials (paragraph 49). 

As to claim 3, the glass fibers may have a diameter of 13 to 16 microns 
(paragraph 39). 

As to claim 4, the mat may weigh 1 to 3 pounds per 100 square feet (paragraph 

39). 

As to claim 5, the gypsum core density may be between 40 and 55 pounds per 
cubic foot (paragraph 36). 

As to claims 7 and 9, Randall et al. teach the claimed portions of mineral 
pigment, inorganic binder, and organic binder (paragraph 41). 

As to claim 10, the coating is first applied as an aqueous composition (paragraph 

53). 

As to claim 1 1 , the claimed additives may be combined with the coating 
(paragraph 59). 

As to claims 13-15, water-resistant additive, such as PVA or wax emulsion is 
used in the gypsum core (paragraph 34). 

As to claim 33, Randall et al. disclose a gypsum core sandwiched between two 
layers of glass fiber mats that were pre-coated with a combination of mineral pigment, 
inorganic adhesive binder, and organic binder (Abstract). Randall et al. note that the 
coating is basically impervious to liquid water but should be sufficiently porous to permit 
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water in the aqueous slurry to evaporate in its vaporous state (paragrapli 37). Tlie slurry 
penetrates into the non- coated sided of the fabric and contacts the coating (paragraph 
54). 

As to claim 36, Randall et al. teach that the coating composition is applied 
between 15 and 40 pounds per 1000 square feet of the board (paragraph 60). 

As to claim 1, 33 and 35, Randall et al. do not disclose the percent thickness of 
the mat into which the coating extends. However, various values provided by Randall et 
al. imply Applicant's claimed limitation of 30 to 50%, penetration within about 30 - 50% 
of the thickness of the glass fiber mat over at least 50 percent of the surface area 
across the mat or penetration is within about 35 - 50% of the thickness of the glass fiber 
mat over at least 75% of the surface area of the mat. Randall et al. disclose the mat is 
completely embedded into the coating on one surface (paragraph 51). The thickness of 
the fiber mat is 10 to 40 mils (paragraph 38). The midpoint of this range would be 25 
mils. Randall et al. teach the coating should have a thickness of 10 mils (paragraph 52). 
These values indicate a percent penetration of the coating into the mat of about 40%. 
Also, Randall et al. disclose that where a relatively thin mat is used (i.e. 10 mils, since 
this is the lowest thickness value disclosed), a coating as thin as 4 mils may suffice 
(paragraph 52). This would also give a percent penetration of 40%. Even if not implicitly 
inherent, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to extend the coating between 30 to 50%, penetration within about 
30 - 50% of the thickness of the glass fiber mat over at least 50 percent of the surface 



Application/Control Number: 10/798,891 Page 15 

Art Unit: 1794 

area across the mat or penetration is within about 35 - 50% of the thickness of the glass 
fiber mat over at least 75% of the surface area of the mat in order to provide sufficient 
bonding, since Randall et al. teach embedding the fabric into the coating and teach the 
coating may vary in thickness from 4 to 30 mils (paragraph 52). 

Randall et al. do not disclose the percentage of combined water in the gypsum 
core in a region near the bond. 

AN teaches that combined water in gypsum provides for an effective fire barrier 
when about 21 % of combined water Is present (column 1 , lines 20-23). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to provide at least 17% combined water in the gypsum core of Randall 
et al. in order to improve fire barrier properties, as taught by All. 

Randall in view of All fail to teach that the mineral pigment has a particle size 
such that at least about 95% by weight of the mineral pigment particles pass through a 
100 mesh wire screen, with about 75% of the particles by number being greater than 5 
microns as required by claims land 33 and that the mineral pigment has a number 
average particle size of about 40 microns as required by claim 42. 

Schlachter is directed to a ceiling board having a coating of a latex composition 
comprising a latex binder and filler particles (Abstract). The larger size filler particles 
have a preferred median particle size range from about 45 to about 75 microns in order 
to provide the best ease of application, scratch resistance and gloss retention (column 
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3, lines 5-20). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the particles of Schlachter having an average particle size of 
about 45 microns for use as the mineral pigment of Randall et al. in view of AN 
motivated by the desire to create a gypsum board having a coating which exhibits 
scratch resistance and gloss retention. 

As to claims 1 , 7 and 37 - 39, Randall in view of All and Schlachter fail to teach 
that the microporoslty Is between 2 and 45 seconds, between 5 and 20 seconds, less 
than 45 seconds, less than 20 seconds and between 5 and 20 seconds. Although 
Randall et al. in view of AN and Schlachter do not explicitly teach the measurement of 
microporoslty, it is reasonable to presume that said limitations are inherent to the 
Invention. Support for said presumption is found In the use of similar materials (I.e. the 
same coating comprising mineral pigment, organic binder, and inorganic binder) and In 
the similar production steps (i.e. pre-coating a fibrous mat and bonding the mat to a 
gypsum slurry) used to produce the gypsum board. The burden is upon the Applicant to 
prove otherwise. In re Fitzgerald, 205 USPQ 594. In the alternative, the claimed 
microporoslty would obviously have been provided by the process disclosed by Randall 
et al. because the entire goal of the reference is to provide a coating that Is liquid 
impermeable, but does allow water vapor to pass through (paragraph 41 ). 



As to claim 40, Randall et al. in view of AN and Schlachter teach the claimed 
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invention above but fail to teach that the coating has a viscosity of about 8,000 cps to 
1 8,000 cps. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to optimize the viscosity of the coating motivated by the desire to 
create a coating having the desired thickness and porosity. The burden is upon the 
Applicant to demonstrate that the claimed viscosity Is critical and has unexpected 
results. In the present invention, one would have been motivated to optimize the coating 
viscosity motivated by the desire to create a gypsum board having the desired physical 
characteristics such as porosity level. 

8. Claim 16 is are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Randall et al. (US 2002/0155282) in view of AN (U.S. Patent No. 4,647,486) and 
Schlachter (US 6,077,593), as set forth above, and further in view of Babcock et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 4,746,365). 

Randall et al. teach that the latex adhesive binder may be a styrene-acrylic 
copolymer (claim 16). However, Randall et al. do not teach the acrylic portion of the 
copolymer can be (meth)acrylic. 

Babcock et al. teach various latex emulsions for coating gypsum boards 
(Abstract). Babcock et al. disclose that copolymers of styrene and methacrylate create 
latex useful for this purpose (column 8, lines 1-5-16). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to use methacrylate copolymer in Randall et al. as taught by Babcock et 
al., since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a 
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known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use. In re Leshin, 125 
USPQ416. 

9. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Randall 
et al. (US 2002/0155282) in view of Ali (U.S. Patent No. 4,647,486), Schlachter (US 
6,077,593) and Babcock et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,746,365), as set forth above, and 
further in view of Miyakoshi (U.S. Patent No. 5,827,788). 

Randall et al. teach that the board may have both surfaces faced with a coated 
fibrous mat, but may have a surface that is not faced with a coated fibrous mat 
(paragraph 57). 

Miyakoshi teach that a blend of glass fibers and synthetic fibers can create a 
decorative layer useful on gypsum boards (column 4, lines 1-9). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to use a fiber layer of glass and synthetic fibers in order to create a 
decorative layer on the gypsum board of Randall et al., as taught by Miyakoshi. 

10. Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Randall 
et al. (US 2002/0155282) in view of Ali (U.S. Patent No. 4,647,486) and Schlachter (US 
6,077,593), as applied above, and further in view of Kennedy et al. (US 5,484,653). 

As to claim 34, Randall et al. teach that the glass fibers may have a diameter of 
13 to 16 microns (paragraph 39), the mat may weigh 1 to 3 pounds per 100 square feet 
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(paragraph 39) and the fibrous mat has a thickness between 10 and 40 mils (0.01 - 0.04 
inch) (paragraph 38). 

Randall et al. is silent regarding the length of the glass fibers, specifically that 
they are 1/4 to 1 inch in length. 

Kennedy et al. Is directed to a non-woven fiber mat for use as a backing material 
for various components used in the building industry (Abstract). Kennedy et al. teach 
the use of glass fibers in the non-woven fiber mat having a length in the range of 1 .2 to 
4.4 cm (0.5 - 1 .7 inch), preferably about 1 .9 cm in length (0.7 inch) with an average 
diameter of between 10 and 20 microns (column 4, lines 35 - 50). Kennedy et al. note 
that the functional properties of the mat are affected by the dimensions of the fibers. 
Longer fibers with a larger diameter will tend to produce a mat with a coarser hand while 
a shorter, smaller diameter fiber contribute to a mat having a relatively softer hand 
(column 5, lines 1 - 25). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use glass fibers with a length ranging from 0.5 to 1 .7 inches as 
suggested by Kennedy et al. in the glass mat of Randall et al. in view of AN and Currier 
motivated by the desire to create a facer mat for a gypsum board using suitable glass 
fibers which provide the desired functional properties. 

1 1 . Claims 1,10 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being obvious over 
Bush et al. (US 2003/0134079 Al) in view of AN (U.S. Patent No. 4,647,486) and further 
in view of Currier et al. (US 2005/0266225 Al). 



Application/Control Number: 10/798,891 Page 20 

Art Unit: 1794 

The applied reference has a common assignee and inventor with the instant 
application. Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it 
constitutes prior art only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
might be overcome by: (1) a showing under 37 CFR 1 .132 that any invention disclosed 
but not claimed In the reference was derived from the Inventor of this application and is 
thus not an invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed 
subject matter of the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not 
claimed in the reference, prior to the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 
CFR 1.131 ; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 CFR 1.130 stating that the application 
and reference are currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the 
application is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, together with a terminal disclaimer 
in accordance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c). This rejection might also be overcome by showing 
that the reference is disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as prior art in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 

Bush et al. is directed to a coated glass mat suitable for use as a facer in a 
gypsum board (page 3, [0035]). 

As to claims 1 and 10, Bush et al. teach a coated glass mat where the coating 
penetrates deeply into the thickness of the mat from approximately 25% up to 75% of 
the mat thickness. Bush specifically indicates that the coating of the mat within this 
range affords higher tensile strengths, (page 3, [0035]). Bush et al. indicate that the 
coated glass mats can be used as facers on both sides of the gypsum core (page 8, 
[0076]). In the Examples, Bush et al. teach the use of a 13.9 lbs/thousand square feet 
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glass mat having a thickness average of about 0.023 inches (page 4, [0051]). In the 
Examples, Bush discusses applying the coating at an amount of 70.9 and 70.5 pounds 
per 1000 square feet (pages 4 - 6). Additionally, in the Examples, Bush et al. teach that 
the coating can comprise carboxylated SBR latex and the organic binder and limestone 
as the mineral pigment (page 4, [0050]). Bush et al. specifically indicates that the 
coating mixture is produced in accordance with US Patent No. 5,112,678. It should be 
noted that Bush et al. indicate that the mineral pigment must be of suitable mesh size, 
specifically where at least 85% by weight of the filler passes through 200-mesh screen 
(page 4, [0048]). Bush et al. teach that the porosity of the coated mat is in a range from 
about 1 .3 CFM to about 5.0 CFM (page 3, [0037]). 

Bush et al. do not disclose the percentage of combined water in the gypsum core 
in a region near the bond. 

Ali teaches that combined water in gypsum provides for an effective fire barrier 
when about 21% of combined water is present (column 1, lines 20-23). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to provide at least 17% combined water in the gypsum core of Randall 
et al. in order to improve fire barrier properties, as taught by Ali. 

Bush et al. in view of Ali fail to teach that the mineral pigment has a particle size 
such that at least about 95% by weight of the mineral pigment particles pass through a 
100 mesh wire screen, with about 75% of the particles by number being greater than 5 
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microns as required by claim 1 and tlnat the mineral pigment has a number average 
particle size of about 40 microns as required by claim 42. 

Currier et al. is directed to a gypsum wallboard having a coated non-woven glass 
fiber mat facing material (Abstract). Currier et al. teach that, in order to be an effective 
mineral pigment for making a coated mat, the pigment preferably has a particle size 
such that at least 95% of the pigment particles pass through a 100 mesh wire screen. 
Preferably, the pigment has most of, if not all of, the fine particles removed. It has been 
observed that the presence of an excess amount of fine particles in the coating 
composition negatively impacts the porosity of the coated mat. A preferred mineral 
pigment is a limestone having an average particle size of about 40 microns (page 4, 
[0042]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the limestone pigment particles of Currier et al. having an 
average particle size of about 40 microns for use as the mineral pigment of Bush et al. 
motivated by the desire to create a gypsum board having the desired level of porosity. 

As to claim 1 , Bush et al. in view of AN and Currier fail to teach that the 
microporosity is between 2 and 45 seconds, between 5 and 20 seconds, less than 45 
seconds, less than 20 seconds and between 5 and 20 seconds. Although Bush et al. in 
view of AN and Currier do not explicitly teach the measurement of microporosity, it is 
reasonable to presume that said limitations are inherent to the invention. Support for 
said presumption is found in the use of similar materials (i.e. the same coating 
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comprising mineral pigment, organic binder, and inorganic binder) and in the similar 
production steps (i.e. pre-coating a fibrous mat and bonding the mat to a gypsum slurry) 
used to produce the gypsum board. The burden is upon the Applicant to prove 
otherwise. In re Fitzgerald, 205 USPQ 594. In the alternative, the claimed microporosity 
would obviously have been provided by the process disclosed by Bush et al. because 
the entire goal of the reference is to provide a coated glass mat that has a porosity that 
is sufficiently low such that it is not penetrable by gypsum slurry yet porous enough to 
allow water vapor to escape from the gypsum slurry when heated (page 3, [0036]). 

12. Claims 1,10 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being obvious over 
Bush et al. (US 2003/0134079 Al) in view of AN (U.S. Patent No. 4,647,486) and further 
in view of Schlachter (US 6,077,593). 

Bush et al. is directed to a coated glass mat suitable for use as a facer in a 
gypsum board (page 3, [0035]). 

As to claims 1 and 10, Bush et al. teach a coated glass mat where the coating 
penetrates deeply into the thickness of the mat from approximately 25% up to 75% of 
the mat thickness. Bush specifically indicates that the coating of the mat within this 
range affords higher tensile strengths, (page 3, [0035]). Bush et al. indicate that the 
coated glass mats can be used as facers on both sides of the gypsum core (page 8, 
[0076]). In the Examples, Bush et al. teach the use of a 13.9 lbs/thousand square feet 
glass mat having a thickness average of about 0.023 inches (page 4, [0051]). In the 
Examples, Bush discusses applying the coating at an amount of 70.9 and 70.5 pounds 
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per 1000 square feet (pages 4 - 6). Additionally, in the Examples, Bush et al. teach that 
the coating can comprise carboxylated SBR latex and the organic binder and limestone 
as the mineral pigment (page 4, [0050]). Bush et al. specifically indicates that the 
coating mixture is produced in accordance with US Patent No. 5,112,678. It should be 
noted that Bush et al. indicate that the mineral pigment must be of suitable mesh size, 
specifically where at least 85% by weight of the filler passes through 200-mesh screen 
(page 4, [0048]). Bush et al. teach that the porosity of the coated mat is in a range from 
about 1 .3 CFM to about 5.0 CFM (page 3, [0037]). 

Bush et al. do not disclose the percentage of combined water in the gypsum core 
in a region near the bond. 

AN teaches that combined water in gypsum provides for an effective fire barrier 
when about 21 % of combined water is present (column 1 , lines 20-23). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to provide at least 17% combined water in the gypsum core of Randall 
et al. in order to improve fire barrier properties, as taught by AN. 

Bush et al. in view of AN fail to teach that the mineral pigment has a particle size 
such that at least about 95% by weight of the mineral pigment particles pass through a 
100 mesh wire screen, with about 75% of the particles by number being greater than 5 
microns as required by claim 1 and that the mineral pigment has a number average 
particle size of about 40 microns as required by claim 42. 
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Schlachter is directed to a ceiling board having a coating of a latex composition 
comprising a latex binder and filler particles (Abstract). The larger size filler particles 
have a preferred median particle size range from about 45 to about 75 microns in order 
to provide the best ease of application, scratch resistance and gloss retention (column 
3, lines 5-20). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the particles of Schlachter having an average particle size of 
about 45 microns for use as the mineral pigment of Bush et al. motivated by the desire 
to create a gypsum board having a coating which exhibits scratch resistance and gloss 
retention. 

As to claim 1, Bush et al. in view of AN and Schlachter fail to teach that the 
microporosity is between 2 and 45 seconds, between 5 and 20 seconds, less than 45 
seconds, less than 20 seconds and between 5 and 20 seconds. Although Bush et al. in 
view of AN and Schlachter do not explicitly teach the measurement of microporosity, it is 
reasonable to presume that said limitations are inherent to the invention. Support for 
said presumption is found in the use of similar materials (i.e. the same coating 
comprising mineral pigment, organic binder, and inorganic binder) and in the similar 
production steps (i.e. pre-coating a fibrous mat and bonding the mat to a gypsum slurry) 
used to produce the gypsum board. The burden is upon the Applicant to prove 
otherwise. In re Fitzgerald, 205 USPQ 594. In the alternative, the claimed microporosity 
would obviously have been provided by the process disclosed by Bush et al. because 



Application/Control Number: 10/798,891 Page 26 

Art Unit: 1794 

the entire goal of tlie reference is to provide a coated glass mat that has a porosity that 
is sufficiently low such that it is not penetrable by gypsum slurry yet porous enough to 
allow water vapor to escape from the gypsum slurry when heated (page 3, [0036]). 

1 3. Claims 43 - 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being obvious over 
Hauber et al. (US 6,524,679) in view of Bush et al. (US 2003/0134079 A1) and further in 
view of Currier et al. (US 2005/0266225 Al). 

The applied reference has a common assignee and inventor with the instant 
application. Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it 
constitutes prior art only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
might be overcome by: (1) a showing under 37 CFR 1 .132 that any invention disclosed 
but not claimed in the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is 
thus not an invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed 
subject matter of the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not 
claimed in the reference, prior to the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 
CFR 1 .131 ; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 CFR 1 .130 stating that the application 
and reference are currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the 
application is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, together with a terminal disclaimer 
in accordance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c). This rejection might also be overcome by showing 
that the reference is disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as prior art in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 
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Hauber et al. is directed to a glass reinforced gypsum board (Title). 
As to claims 43 and 46, Hauber et al. teach a multi-layer gypsum board as shown 
below (Figure 7). 




As described by Hauber et al., the gypsum board has a denser gypsum slurry 38 coated 
on the edges of the gypsum board with the core gypsum slurry 44 being less dense 
(column 7, lines 40 - 69 and column 8, lines 1 - 65). The top-facing sheet 1 14 is 
comprised of a sheet or mat of randomly aligned glass fibers which is similar to the 
bottom facing sheet (column 10, lines 45 - 60). The bottom facing sheet comprises a 
mat of randomly aligned glass fibers having a diameter of 13 - 16 microns (column 7, 
lines 15 - 30). Hauber et al. teach that a polymer coating is applied to the glass fiber 
facing sheets 14 and 114' (column 20, lines 45 - 60) comprising an acrylic latex coating 
(column 21 , lines 1 - 55) applied in a thickness ranging from about 0.5 mils to about 4.0 
mils (column 22, lines 5 - 20). The coating may additionally comprise one or more 
rheology modifying compounds that assist the coating in striking into the front face 
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slurry surface layer (column 22, lines 3-15). 

Hauber et al. teach the claimed invention above but fail to teach that the first 
coating and the second coating penetrating the first and the second fiber mats penetrate 
at a depth of about 30 percent to about 50 percent of the thickness of the fiber mat as 
required by claims 43 and 46. 

Bush et al. is directed to a coated glass mat suitable for use as a facer in a 
gypsum board (page 3, [0035]). Bush et al. teach a coated glass mat where the coating 
penetrates deeply into the thickness of the mat from approximately 25% up to 75% of 
the mat thickness. Bush specifically indicates that the coating of the mat within this 
range affords higher tensile strengths, (page 3, [0035]). Bush et al. indicate that the 
coated glass mats can be used as facers on both sides of the gypsum core (page 8, 
[0076]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to coat the glass facer sheets of Hauber et al. with a coating having 
a penetration of 25% up to 75% of the mat thickness motivated by the desire to create a 
gypsum board with improved tensile strength. 

Hauber et al. in view of Bush et al. fail to teach that the coating has a mineral 
pigment, where the pigment has a particle size such that at least about 95% by weight 
of the mineral pigment particles pass through a 100 mesh wire screen, with about 75% 
of the particles by number being greater than 5 microns as required by claims 43 and 46 
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and that the mineral pigment has a number average particle size of about 40 microns as 
required by claims 45 and 48. 

Currier et al. is directed to a gypsum wallboard having a coated non-woven glass 
fiber mat facing material (Abstract). Currier et al. teach that the coating comprises an 
acrylic binder (page 3, [0032]) and a mineral pigment or filler such as ground limestone, 
clay, talc, etc. (page 4, [0041]). Currier et al. teach that, in order to be an effective 
mineral pigment for making a coated mat, the pigment preferably has a particle size 
such that at least 95% of the pigment particles pass through a 100 mesh wire screen. 
Preferably, the pigment has most of, if not all of, the fine particles removed. It has been 
observed that the presence of an excess amount of fine particles in the coating 
composition negatively impacts the porosity of the coated mat. A preferred mineral 
pigment is a limestone having an average particle size of about 40 microns (page 4, 
[0042]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the limestone pigment particles of Currier et al. having an 
average particle size of about 40 microns for use as the mineral pigment of Hauber et 

al. in view of Bush et al. motivated by the desire to create a gypsum board having the 
desired level of porosity while maintaining having a pleasing aesthetic provided by the 
pigment. 

As to claims 43 and 46, Hauber et al. in view of Bush et al. and Currier et al. fail 
to teach that the glass fibers of the fiber mats have a length of about one-quarter inch to 
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about 1 inch and the basis weight of the first mat is 1 to 3 pounds per 100 square feet. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to optimize the fiber length and basis weight of the mat since it has been held 
that, where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, it is not 
inventive to discover the optimum or workable ranges by routine experimentation. In re 
Alter, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955). The burden is upon the 
Applicant to demonstrate that the claimed fiber length and basis weight are critical and 
has unexpected results. In the present invention, one would have been motivated to 
optimize the fiber length and basis weight motivated by the desire to create a gypsum 
board having the desired strength and porosity while being lightweight. 

As to claims 44 and 47, Hauber et al. in view of Bush et al. and Currier et al. 
disclose the claimed invention except for that that second portion is 18 - 20% more 
dense than the first portion. It should be noted that the relative density of the first and 
second portions are result effective variables. Hauber et al. note that the denser 
gypsum mixture is provided on the front, back and lateral end surfaces to provide 
structure strength and a lighter, lower density core provides an overall reduction in 
weight of the board. Additionally, production and delivery costs are reduced, handling at 
the construction site is easier and provides the ability to form the edges of the gypsum 
board without cutting thus eliminating exposed glass fibers and further strengthening the 
structural integrity of the final gypsum board segments (column 20, lines 1 - 18). It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
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was made to create a gypsum board where the second portion is 1 8 - 20% more dense 
than the first portion since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result 
effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 
USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). In the present invention, one would have been motivated to 
optimize the relative densities of the first and second portions to create a relatively 
lightweight gypsum board with increased structural strength along the edges. 

14. Claims 43 - 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
Hauber et al. (US 6,524,679) in view of Bush et al. (US 2003/0134079 A1) and further in 
view of Schlachter (US 6,077,593). 

Hauber et al. is directed to a glass reinforced gypsum board (Title). 

As to claims 43 and 46, Hauber et al. teach a multi-layer gypsum board as shown 
below (Figure 7). 




44' 
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As described by Hauber et al., the gypsum board has a denser gypsum slurry 38 coated 
on the edges of the gypsum board with the core gypsum slurry 44 being less dense 
(column 7, lines 40 - 69 and column 8, lines 1 - 65). The top-facing sheet 1 14 is 
comprised of a sheet or mat of randomly aligned glass fibers which is similar to the 
bottom facing sheet (column 10, lines 45 - 60). The bottom facing sheet comprises a 
mat of randomly aligned glass fibers having a diameter of 13 - 16 microns (column 7, 
lines 15 - 30). Hauber et al. teach that a polymer coating is applied to the glass fiber 
facing sheets 14 and 114' (column 20, lines 45 - 60) comprising an acrylic latex coating 
(column 21 , lines 1 - 55) applied in a thickness ranging from about 0.5 mils to about 4.0 
mils (column 22, lines 5 - 20). The coating may additionally comprise one or more 
rheology modifying compounds that assist the coating in striking into the front face 
slurry surface layer (column 22, lines 3-15). The polymer is in solution with water and 
can be in the range of from about 1 to about 99% solution (column 21, lines 55 - 65). 

Hauber et al. teach the claimed invention above but fail to teach that the first 
coating and the second coating penetrating the first and the second fiber mats penetrate 
at a depth of about 30 percent to about 50 percent of the thickness of the fiber mat as 
required by claims 43 and 46. 

Bush et al. is directed to a coated glass mat suitable for use as a facer in a 
gypsum board (page 3, [0035]). Bush et al. teach a coated glass mat where the coating 
penetrates deeply into the thickness of the mat from approximately 25% up to 75% of 
the mat thickness. Bush specifically indicates that the coating of the mat within this 
range affords higher tensile strengths, (page 3, [0035]). Bush et al. indicate that the 
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coated glass mats can be used as facers on both sides of the gypsum core (page 8, 
[0076]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to coat the glass facer sheets of Hauber et al. with a coating having 
a penetration of 25% up to 75% of the mat thickness motivated by the desire to create a 
gypsum board with improved tensile strength. 

Hauber et al. in view of Bush et al. fail to teach that the coating has a mineral 
pigment, where the pigment has a particle size such that at least about 95% by weight 
of the mineral pigment particles pass through a 100 mesh wire screen, with about 75% 
of the particles by number being greater than 5 microns as required by claims 43 and 46 
and that the mineral pigment has a number average particle size of about 40 microns as 
required by claims 45 and 48. 

Schlachter is directed to a ceiling board having a coating of a latex composition 
comprising a latex binder and filler particles (Abstract). The larger size filler particles 
have a preferred median particle size range from about 45 to about 75 microns in order 
to provide the best ease of application, scratch resistance and gloss retention (column 
3, lines 5-20). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the particles of Schlachter having an average particle size of 
about 45 microns for use as mineral pigment in the coating of Hauber et al. in view of 
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Bush et al. motivated by the desire to create a gypsum board having a coating which 
exhibits scratch resistance and gloss retention while maintaining having a pleasing 
aesthetic provided by the pigment. 

As to claims 43 and 46, Hauber et al. in view of Bush et al. and Schlachter fail to 
teach that the glass fibers of the fiber mats have a length of about one-quarter inch to 
about 1 inch and the basis weight of the first mat is 1 to 3 pounds per 100 square feet. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to optimize the fiber length and basis weight of the mat since it has been held 
that, where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, it is not 
inventive to discover the optimum or workable ranges by routine expenmentation. In re 
Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955). The burden is upon the 
Applicant to demonstrate that the claimed fiber length and basis weight are critical and 
has unexpected results. In the present invention, one would have been motivated to 
optimize the fiber length and basis weight motivated by the desire to create a gypsum 
board having the desired strength and porosity while being lightweight. 

As to claims 44 and 47, Hauber et al. in view of Bush et al. and Schlachter 
disclose the claimed invention except for that that second portion is 18 - 20% more 
dense than the first portion. It should be noted that the relative density of the first and 
second portions are result effective vanables. Hauber et al. note that the denser 
gypsum mixture is provided on the front, back and lateral end surfaces to provide 
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structure strength and a lighter, lower density core provides an overall reduction in 
weight of the board. Additionally, production and delivery costs are reduced, handling at 
the construction site is easier and provides the ability to form the edges of the gypsum 
board without cutting thus eliminating exposed glass fibers and further strengthening the 
structural integrity of the final gypsum board segments (column 20, lines 1 - 18). It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to create a gypsum board where the second portion is 18 - 20% more dense 
than the first portion since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result 
effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 
USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). In the present invention, one would have been motivated to 
optimize the relative densities of the first and second portions to create a relatively 
lightweight gypsum board with increased structural strength along the edges. 



Response to Arguments 

1 5. As noted above. Applicant's arguments with respect to Deodhar are persuasive 
and, therefore, the rejections have been withdrawn. However, new grounds of rejection 
are introduced above. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JENNIFER A. CHRISS whose telephone number is 
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(571 )272-7783. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:30 a.m. - 
6 p.m., first Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Larry Tarazano can be reached on 571-272-1515. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more Information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Jennifer A Chriss/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1794 

/J. A. C.I 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1794 



